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In   this   study   we   examined   the   role   of   certain   family   incidents   in   the  
materialistic   values   held   by   teenagers.   Materialism   is   considered   to   be   the  
theory  or  attitude   that  physical  well-­‐being  and  worldly  possessions   constitute  
the   greatest   good   and   highest   value   in   life.   Prior   literature   suggests   that  
negative   family   events   seem   to   have   an   impact   on   young   people’s   need   for  
social   support   through   internet   and   communication   with   peers   and   parents.  
However,   data   from   199   usable   structured   questionnaires   reveal   that  
materialism  is  only  related  to  online  communication  and  socio-­‐oriented  family  
structure.  
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Abstract	  and	  Acknowledgements	  
This   research   is   conducted   in   Thessaloniki   and   examines   the   role   of   materialism   as   an  
attitude   of   the   adolescents   who   have   experienced   specific   disruptive   family   incidents.  
Drawing  literature  and  measures  adopted  from  the  life  course  paradigm.  We  gathered  199  
fully   completed   questionnaires   and   statistically   analyzed   them.   Prerequisites   for   the  
participation  in  this  study  were  that  participants  should  be  aged  between  14  to  17  years  old  
and   have   a   Facebook   account.   All   information   provided   remained   strictly   confidential   and  
anonymity  was  assured.  The  participants  were  from  various  neighborhoods  of  Thessaloniki,  
a  fact  that  makes  the  results  of  this  study  possibly  more  reliable.  Last  but  not  least,  I  would  
like   to   thank   Dr.   Vasiliki   Grougiou   for   her   valuable   support   and   guidance   throughout   the  
completion   of   this   study   and   Nikoleta   Diga   for   her   contribution   to   the   number   of  
questionnaires  that  we  managed  to  collect.  
  
Mayer   and   Tuma   (1990)   suggest   that   unlike   many   other   approaches   to   the   study   of  
behavior,  the  life  course  paradigm  assumes  that  behavior  at  any  stage  in  life  or  given  point  
in   time   is   influenced  by  various  circumstances  experienced   in  earlier   life,   including  cultural  
settings,   and   the   way   the   individual   or   a   group   (e.g.,   family)   has   adapted   to   these  
circumstances  (Benmoyal-­‐Bouzaglo  and  Moschis,  2010).    
  
Taking  as  an  over  aching  framework  the  life  course  paradigm,  this  study  aims  to  examine  the  
relationship  of  family  disruptive  events  with  teenagers’  materialistic  values.  
  
The   findings   are  partially   in   line  with  previous   theories   and   assumptions  on   the   impact   of  
family   disruptions   on   the   development   of   materialistic   values.   The   role   of   family  
communication   styles,   adolescents’   wellbeing   and   the   influence   of   online   peers   on  
consumption  patterns  were   considered   in   the  examined  model.   The   findings   reveal   that   a  
family   socio-­‐orientated   communication   style   and   online   peer   communications   on  
consumption  patterns  are  positively  affecting  the  development  of  materialistic  values  by  the  
adolescents.  
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Chapter	  1:	  Introduction	  
Introduction	  
This  study  aims  to  contribute  to  a  global  effort  in  the  understanding  of  the  factors  that  may  
affect   teenagers   in   different   countries   to   turn   into  materialism.  Materialism   is   defined   by  
Richins  and  Dawson  (1992,  p.  175)  as  “a  set  of  centrally  held  beliefs  about  the  importance  of  
possessions  in  one’s  life”.  
  
According   to  materialism,  worldly   possessions   constitute   amongst   the   greatest   goods   and  
values   in   life   (The   American   Heritage®   Dictionary   of   the   English   Language,   2000).   This  
attitude   is   harmful   and   has   negative   impact   on   a   person’s   well-­‐being   (Georgiou   and  
Karakitsiou,  2010).  The  aim  of  this  study  is  to  examine  (a)  if  and  in  what  extent  certain  family  
incidents  experienced  by  adolescents   impact  on  adolescents’  communication  patterns  with  
parents  and  influence  youngsters’  reliance  on  social  networks  such  as  Facebook;  (b)  whether  
the   combined   influence   of   the   aforementioned   relationships   lead   to   the   adolescents’  
appreciation  of  materialistic  values.  The  topic  of  materialism   is  considered   important  since  
modern  consumer  culture  postulates   that  happiness   can  be  purchased  at   the  mall,  on   the  
internet  or  in  a  catalogue  (Roberts  et  al.,  2005).  
  
Understanding   the   reasons   and   conditions   that   lead   adolescents   toward  materialism  may  
assist   fighting  against  overconsumption  and   its  related  side  effects.  Such  side  effects  could  
be   the   reduced   life   satisfaction   (Richins   and   Dawson,   1992),   the   diminished   levels   of  
happiness   and   wellbeing   (Belk,   1985)   and   higher   levels   of   depression   (Kesser   and   Ryan,  
1993;  Burroughs  and  Rindfleisch,  2002).    
  
Indeed,  there  is  a  high  public  concern  over  the  increasing  appreciation  of  materialistic  values  
by   individuals   in  different  parts  of   the  globe   (Benmoyal-­‐Bouzaglo  and  Moschis,  2010).   The  
aim   of   this   study   is   to   deeper   investigate   and   understand   the   factors   that   lead   to  
materialistic   attitudes,   in  which   extent   and   how   they   are   connected  with   the   structure   of  
family   in   Greece,   through   the   statistical   analysis   of   relevant   data.   Finally,   the   article  
summarizes  existing  knowledge  in  the  area  and  suggests  directions  for  future  research.  
Family	  disruptive	  events	  
It  is  believed  that  family  structure  and  some  incidents  inside  the  family  are  playing  a  key  role  
in   influencing   the   consumption   behavior   and  materialism   of   individuals   (Rindfleisch   et   al.  
1997,  Moschis,   1985).   Through   the   years,   plethora   of   studies   have   examined   the   reasons  
and  conditions  under  which  individuals  may  exhibit  certain  types  of  potentially  problematic  
consumption  behaviors  such  as  compulsiveness  and  materialism.  For  instance,  Kasser  (2002)  
suggests   that   values   such   as   materialism   are   strongly   influenced   by   family   socialization  
patterns   (Roberts   et   al.,   2005).   Rindfleisch   et   al.   (1997,   p.   313)   suggested   that   “children  
experiencing   the   disruption   in   their   families   appear   especially   likely   to   place   greater  
emphasis   on  material   objects   in   an   effort   to   adjust   to   their   new   roles   as   a  member   of   a  
disrupted   family”.   Individuals   orient   to   material   possessions   when   they   encounter  
uncomfortable  family  situations  (Kasser,  2002),  and  they  build  a  unique  set  of  strategies  to  
cope  with  unacceptable  and  painful   feelings  produced  by  expected  and  unexpected  events  
over   the   life   course   (Benmoyal-­‐Bouzaglo   and  Moschis,   2010;   Vaillant,   1977).   For   example,  
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someone  may   try   to   reduce   stress   by   seeking   various   forms   of   recreation.   Thoughts   and  
behaviors  that  help  reduce  the  stress  an  individual  experiences  during  a  particular  time  span  
in   his   or   her   life   course   are   originally   effortful   and   reflect   coping,   but   the   experience   of  
persistent   stress  over   time  may  result   in   frequent  use  of   such  coping  strategies   that  could  
develop  into  habitual  responses  and  become  the  person’s  “way  of  life”,  as  Faber  et  al.  (1995)  
report.  
  
Studies   of   Rosenbaum   (2006,   2008)   and  Baker   and  Brocato   (2006)   have   documented   that  
“negative  events”  often  constitute  a  driving  force  for  seeking  social  support  in  third  places.  
As  third  palaces  in  this  study  we  will  assume  the  Facebook.  Previous  studies  include  events  
like   retirement,   empty  nest  or   chronic   illness   that   are  not   very   relevant   to   the  adolescent  
population   that   this   research   is   studying.   Instead,   here  we  will   utilize   10   family   disruptive  
events  used  in  the  life  course  paradigm  of  Rindfleisch  et  al.  (1996)  and  Roberts  et  al.  (2003a),  
except   for   illness,   death   and   divorce,   and   suggested   to   be   relevant   for   the   life   span   of  
adolescents.    
  
Life   course   paradigm  has   been  widely   used   in   the   study   of   several  maladaptive   behaviors  
such  as  compulsive  buying  (Benmoyal  –  Bouzaglo  and  Moschis,  2010)  and  the  negative  effect  
of   these   events   has   been  widely   documented   and   verified   in   various   occasions   like   in   the  
research  of  Billings  and  Moos  (1981),  Shrout  et  al.  (1989),  Newcomb  and  Harlow  (1986)  and  
Cohen  et  al.   (1987),  and  Gbandi  (2012).  As  a  result  the  questionnaire  that  was  used   in  this  
study  was  conducted  based  on  constructs  used   in  previous  studies.  While  previous  studies  
examined  mainly  adult  populations,  (e.g.,  Benmoyal-­‐Bouzaglo  and  Moschis,  2010;  Georgiou  
and  Karakitsiou,  2010),  this  study  intends  to  overcome  the  assorted  memory  biases  attached  
to   retrospective   methods   and   thus   research   the   impact   of   currently   occurring   family  
disturbing  life  events  on  the  development  of  materialism  in  adolescence.  
e-­‐Third	  places	  
Traditional  third  places  were  defined  by  Oldenburg  (1989)  as  social  surroundings  away  from  
home  or  work.  Similar  environments  hosting  social  interactions  can  also  exist  online,  mainly  
as   social   networking   sites.   These   settings   are   frequently   visited   by   adolescents,   which  
constitute  the  fastest  growing  user  segment  of  those  websites  (Gbandi,  2012).  The  present  
study  aiming  to  investigate  the  factors  that  may  drive  adolescents  to  seek  social  support  and  
contribution  from  peers  when  encountering  family  disruptions,  will  use  an  ‘e-­‐third  place’  like  
Facebook   as   a   mean   to   identify   whether   these   incidents   lead   them   to   appreciate   of  
materialistic  values.    
Personal	  Wellbeing	  Index	  (PWI)	  
The   Personal   Wellbeing   Index   (PWI)   scale   contains   seven   items   of   satisfaction,   each   one  
corresponding   to   a   quality   of   life   domain   as:   standard   of   living,   health,   life   achievement,  
personal   relationships,   personal   safety,   community-­‐connectedness,   and   future   security.  
Evidence  for  the  adoption  of  the  seven  domains  has  been  presented  in  earlier  publications  
like  those  of  Cummins  (1996  and  1997),  Cummins  McCabe,  Romeo,  Reid  and  Waters  (1997)  
(Cummins  and  Lau,  2005).  The  seven  questions  it  entails  allow  them  to  be  used  with  the  sub-­‐
group  of  school-­‐age  children  and  adolescents  (Cummins  and  Lau,  2005).    
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Chang   and   Arkin   (2002)   found   that   people   with   low   self-­‐esteem   are   more   likely   to   hold  
stronger   materialistic   values   compared   to   their   counterparts   (Roberts   et   al.,   2005).  
Materialistic   behaviors   are   both   a   symptom   of   insecurity   and   a   coping   strategy   used   to  
alleviate  problems  and   satisfy  needs   (Roberts  et   al.,   2005).  Materialism   is  however  a  poor  
coping  strategy  that  at  best  provides  short-­‐term  relief  by  way  of  denial,  hedonistic  pleasure,  
and   self-­‐isolation   (Roberts   et   al.,   2005).   In   the   long   term,   as   Kasser   (2002)   pointed   out,  
materialistic  pursuits  may  deepen  feelings  of  insecurity  (Roberts  et  al.,  2005).      
Family	  communication	  structures	  and	  purchasing	  behavior	  
It   is  the  family  context,   interpersonal  communication   is  believed  to  have  great   influence   in  
consumers’  socialization  (Moschis,  1985).  In  spite  of  the  commonly  held  belief  regarding  the  
significant  role  of   family   in  consumer  socialization,   research  on  the  skills,  values,  attitudes,  
and   behaviors   that   young   people   acquire   from   their   parents   and   the   role   family  
communication  processes  play  in  the  development  of  such  orientations  is  lacking  (Moschis,  
1985).  
  
While  there  is  a  tendency  to  look  within  the  individual  for  explanations  of  human  behavior,  
individual  level  concepts  are  scarce  in  the  study  of  interpersonal  communications  (Moschis,  
1985).  Definitions  of   interpersonal   communication  argue   that  at   least   two  people  must  be  
involved  and  that  an  object  of  communication  must  be  present   (e.g.,  Moschis,  1985).  As  a  
result,  much   of   the   recent   human   communication   research   has   adopted   an   interpersonal  
(rather  than  intrapersonal)  perspective  (Moschis,  1985).  
  
Researchers   like  McLeod  and  Chaffee   (1972),  Moschis  and  Mitchell   (1986)  and  Rose  et  al.,  
(2002)   have   studied   family   communication   by   adapting   two   uncorrelated   dimensions   of  
communication  structure:  social  and  concept  orientation  (Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).    
The  concept-­‐orientation  dimension  measures   the  degree   to  which  parents  encourage   their  
children  to  express  their  opinions,  independently  evaluate  all  sides  of  an  argument,  develop  
new   ideas,  and  communicate  openly  without  obedience   to  authority   (Moschis,  1985).  This  
communication   structure  uses  a  pattern   that   focuses  on  positive   constraints   that  help   the  
child  to  develop  his/her  own  views  about  the  world  (Moschis,  1985).  
However,   the   socio-­‐oriented   communication   structure   is   orienting   in   avoiding   controversy  
and   repressing   personal   feelings.   For   example,   not   arguing   with   adults   and   giving   in   on  
arguments   rather   than   risking   of   defending   arguments   and   possibly   displeasing   others  
(Moschis,  1985).  
  
As  far  as  consumerism  is  concerned,  parents  with  socio-­‐oriented  communications  maintain  
control   and   restrict   their   children's   purchasing,   whereas   parents   with   concept-­‐oriented  
communications   encourage   their   children   to   develop   independent   evaluations   and  
preferences  (Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).  More  specifically,  Ward  (1974)  mentions  that  mothers  with  
concept   orientated   communications   tend   to   hold   discussions   with   their   children   and  
transmit   consumer   values   and  attitudes  based  on   their   personal   experiences   (Hsieh  et   al.,  
2006).   Those   two   (concept   and   socio-­‐orientated   communication)   scales,   analyzed   by  
McLeod  and  Chaffee  in  1972,  are  found  to  be  independent  and  orthogonal,  thus  resulting  in  
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four  types  of  families:  pluralistic  (high  concept,  low  socio  scores),  protective  (high  socio,  low  
concept   scores),   consensual   (high   concept  and   socio   scores)   and   laissez-­‐faire   (low  concept  
and  socio  scores)  (Gbandi,  2012).  
  
As  Moschis  reported  (1985),  communication  with  family  members  plays  an  important  role  in  
shaping  consumer  behaviour  (Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).  According  to  Riesman  and  Roseborough’s  
research  (1955),  the  family  is  instrumental  in  teaching  young  people  basic  rational  aspects  of  
consumption,   including   both   economic   and   social   motivations   for   consumption   (Churchill  
and  Moschis,  1979).  However,  parental  influence  also  may  be  an  important  factor  for  other  
dimensions   of   consumer   behavior   such   as   materialistic   orientations   that   we   find   in   the  
research  of  Moore  and  Moschis  (1981)  and  Moschis  and  Moore  (1979)  (Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).    
Materialism	  
Views  on  the  development  of  materialistic  values  are  based  mainly  on  two  perspectives;  the  
sociological  perspective  and  the  psychological  perspective  (Benmoyal-­‐Bouzaglo  and  Moschis,  
2010).   The   former   puts   emphasis   on   socialization   agents   (especially   family   and   peers)   as  
sources  of  development  of  materialistic  values  (Benmoyal-­‐Bouzaglo  and  Moschis,  2010).  The  
impact  of  these  agents  is  assumed  to  be  stronger  in  cultures  where  possessions  are  viewed  
as   desirable   norms   and   goals   to   pursue   in   life.   In   contrast,   the   psychological   perspective  
attributes   the  development  of   these   values   to   family   circumstances   that   create  emotional  
states   that   either   deter   or   promote   the   development   of   materialistic   values   (Benmoyal-­‐
Bouzaglo  and  Moschis,  2010).  
  
Conclusion	  
So  far  we  have  presented  the  major  factors  and  measurements  that  this  study  is  going  to  be  
working   with.   Along   with   these   terms   we   will   focus   on   the   development   of   hypotheses  
(Chapter   2).   After   those   hypotheses   are   set,   we   will   present   the   research   methodology  
(Chapter  3)  that  is  going  to  be  used  in  this  dissertation  and  in  Chapter  4  we  will  provide  the  
findings   of   our   research   as   supported   by   the   related   statistical   analysis.   Finally,   we   will  
provide  the  final  discussion  about  the  results  of  our  study  and  the  ‘Conclusions,  Limitations  
and  Directions  for  Further  Research’  in  Chapters  5  and  6,  respectively.     
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Chapter	  2:	  Literature	  review	  
Introduction	  
This  chapter  includes  some  further  information  about  the  conceptualization  of  the  study.  It  
offers   theoretical   frameworks   and   empirical   findings   that   shed   light   on   teenagers’   use   of  
Facebook.  For  the  purposes  of  this  study,  Facebook  is  perceived  as  an  e-­‐third  place  type.  The  
chapter  concludes  with  the  presentation  of  the  7  hypotheses  and  the  reasoning  that  drove  
to  these  assumptions.  
  
Similarities	  with	  other	  studies	  
There  has  been  a  long-­‐standing  interest  to  understand  the  development,  manifestation  and  
factors  that  lead  people  to  materialism  (e.g.,  Benmoyal-­‐Bouzaglo  and  Moschis,  2010).  Some  
other   researchers   investigated   the   relationship  between   family  disruptive  events  and   third  
places   (Gbandi,   2012)   or   examined   the   degree   family   communication   affects   the  
transmission  of  brand  attitudes  from  parents  to  children  and  the  effects  of  gender  (Hsieh  et  
al,  2006).  Moschis  (1985)  focused  on  family  communication  in  consumer  learning  of  children  
and  adolescents  while  Baker  et  al.   (2013),   expanded   this   subject  using  a   cross-­‐country   life  
course   perspective   (including   countries   such   as   United   States,   France,   and   Brazil).   On   the  
other   hand,   Bottomley   et   al.   (2010)   examined   the  measurement  of   childhood  materialism  
using   Schor’s   (2004)   Consumer   Involvement   Scale   in   U.K   and   US.   Last   but   not   least,   the  
investigation  of  Karakitsiou  and  Georgiou  (2010)  approaches  the  subject  of  our  research,  as  
it   studies   the   effects   of   family   structure   and   socialization   on  materialism   and   compulsive  
consumption,   using   a   life   course   study   in   Thessaloniki.   The   difference   is   that   their   survey  
concerns   adult   population   that   was   requested   to   reflect   on   their   past   focusing   on   family  
disruptive  events.  They  attempted  to   link  these  past  experiences  with  later  appreciation  of  
materialist  values.  
  
Teenagers	  and	  adults	  
Teenagers  differ  from  adults  in  a  variety  of  ways,  as  regards  their  behavior  and  consumption  
habits.  For  example,  according  to  Schroder  and  McEachern  (2004)  adolescents  might  value  
better   some  environmental   aspects  of   consuming,   as  opposed   to   adults   that  have   a  more  
cost-­‐effective   way   of   thinking.   Miles   (1998)   and   Warde   (1997)   also   pointed   out   that  
youngsters  try  to  make  a  statement  about  their   identity  through  their  consumption,  but  at  
the  same  time  Chan  and  Chan  (2011)  claim  that  adolescents  are  more  susceptible  to  peer’s  
pressure  that  might   influence  several  aspects  of  their  behavior.  According  to  Burnett  et  al.  
(2011)   these   differences   may   stem   from   the   different   brain   structure   of   the   adolescent  
compared  to  that  of  adults.  Indeed,  Steinberg  (2008)  agree  with  Chan  and  Chan  (2011)  that  
adolescents   are   more   susceptible   to   peer’s   pressure.   Those   fundamental   structural   and  
behavioral   differences   necessitate   the   separate   study   of   those   age   groups   in   order   to  
determine  to  what  extent  they  may  differ  from  the  adult  population  (Gbandi,  2012).  
  
According  to  Pecheux  and  Derbaix  (1999),  children  not  only  play  an  important  role  in  family  
decision  making,  but  have  responsibility  as  consumers  in  their  own  rights  (Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).  
By   the   age   of   8   a   child   has   all   the   skills   to   act   as   an   independent   consumer   as   Solomon  
pointed  out  in  1999.  Parents  permit  their  children  to  participate  in  the  role  of  consumer  to  a  
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large  degree,  though  they  may  give  some  advice  about  choosing  between  brands  as  McNeal  
reported   (1992).   According   to   Bandura’s   incidental   learning   theory   (1962),   children   may  
reproduce  their  parents'  behaviors   later   in   life,  as   they  continue  to   learn  about  consuming  
(Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).  More  than  half  the  brands  used  in  childhood  and  adolescence  continue  
to   be   used   in   adulthood   and   research   of   Claycomb   and  Martin   (2002)   and   Guest   (1955),  
shows  that  it  is  very  useful  for  brands  or  shops  to  build  relationships  with  children  (Hsieh  et  
al.,  2006).  Growing  evidence  of  Moore  and  Lutz  (1988),  Moore  et  al.  (2002)  and  Viswanathan  
and   Moore   (2000),   also   shows   that   brand   and   product   preferences   transfer   from   one  
generation   to   the   next   (Hsieh   et   al.,   2006).   However,   the   intergenerational   influence   on  
brand  attitude  may  vary  because  of  differences  in  family  communication  processes.  Previous  
research   of   McLeod   and   O'Keefe   (1972),   has   suggested   that   family   communication   help  
children  acquire   certain   attitudes,   values,   and  behaviors   (Hsieh  et   al.,   2006).   For   example,  
Moschis   (1985)   found   that   family   communication   can  moderate   the   effects   of   adolescent  
media   exposure,   knowledge   of   product   prices,   and   ability   to   notice   the   motives   of  
advertisers  (Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).  
  
The	  necessity	  for	  further	  social	  support	  
As   Cohen   et   al.   (2000)   suggested   social   support   is   the   sum   of   social   ties   that   individuals  
either   consider   as   available   or   are   actually   provided   to   them   by   nonprofessional   persons.  
Adolescents   are   not   permitted   to   stay   for   a   long   time   at   third   places   (café,   etc)   because  
parents  usually  object   their  excessive  use  possibly  due  to   the   limited  control   they  have  on  
their   behaviour   at   such   places.   However,   the   provision   of   additional   social   support   is  
particularly  important  to  teenagers,  due  to  their  reduced  self-­‐esteem,  as  Harter  set  in  1993,  
and  general  vulnerability  to  negative  comments  that  are  characteristic  of  their  age,  as  set  by  
Burnett  et  al.  (2011).  Moreover,  Licitra-­‐Kleckler  and  Waas  in  1993  claimed  that  in  addition  to  
the  positive  impact  on  their  psychology,  support  provided  by  peers  can  contribute  positively  
in  the  teenagers’  socialization  process  (Gbandi,  2012).  
  
It  has  been  suggested  that   in  the  French  context,  when  parents  provide  intangible  support  
this   deters   the   importance   of   material   possessions,   and   limits   the   influence   of   external  
socialization  agents  such  as  television,  peers  (Moschis,  1987)  or  online  social  media  (Gbandi,  
2012).    
Online	  peers	  
Social   comparison   theory   of   Festinger   (1954),   suggests   that   adolescents   need   to   evaluate  
some   of   their   perceived   knowledge   about   consumption   acquired   from   their   parents   by  
comparing   it   with   the   knowledge   of   other   persons   who   are   likely   to   have   similar   value  
perspectives   about   consumption   (Moshis,   1985).   Such   persons   are   likely   to   be   peers   and  
empirical  findings  of  Sebald  (1968)  are   in   line  with  this  type  of  reasoning.  Youth  is   likely  to  
discuss  with  his/her  peers  topics  that  are  discussed  at  home  (Moshis,  1985),  due  to  the  fact  
that  peers  make  young  adults   feel  comfortable  and  safe   from  the  problems  of   their   family  
(Georgiou  and  Karakitsiou,  2010).  
  
Several  reports  of  Uhlenberg  and  Mueller  (2003)  and  Johnson  and  Easterling  (2012),  indicate  
that   distorted   family   communication   can   drive   youngsters   to   seek   support   in   non-­‐familiar  
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socialization   agents   and   thus   possibly   rely   more   on   their   peers   (Gbandi,   2012).   Such   an  
agent,  that  could  substitute  the  face  to  face  peers  support,  is  Facebook.    
  
Facebook  and  other  viral  social  networks  host  informal  gatherings  of  people,  who  appear  to  
enjoy   each   other’s   company.   These   virtual   places   serve   as   spaces   for   social   interaction  
(Gbandi,  2012).  Virtual  third  places’  neutrality,  easy  accessibility  (almost  all  hours  of  the  day)  
and   playful   atmosphere,   allow   customers   to   converse   but   not   become   entangled   in   each  
other’s  lives,  while  at  the  same  time  engaging  in  friendly  conversations  and  expanding  their  
social  possibilities,  according  to  Oldenburg  (1989),  (Gbandi,  2012).  Facebook  incorporates  a  
variety  of  characteristics   that  contribute   to   its   increased  popularity.  First  of  all,   it   is  widely  
popular  among  the  age  group  we  are  studying.  One  reason  behind  this  increased  popularity  
is   that   adolescents   may   be  more   subject   to   peers’   influence   due   to   their   brain   structure  
(Grosbras  et  al.,  2007)  (Gbandi,  2012).  
  
However,  in  some  cases  coping  responses  are  created,  through  online  communication,  with  
an  undesirable  compulsive  consumption  result  (Georgiou  and  Karakitsiou,  2010).  Studies  of  
Gecas   (2003)   and   Moschis   (2007)   have   indicated   that   youngsters   experiencing   aversive  
family  conditions  tend  to  gratify  interaction  with  peers  as  a  coping  mechanism  (Baker  et  al.,  
2013).   Children   from   protective   homes   are   highly   receptive   to   (and   thus   susceptible   to)  
consumer  information  from  external  sources  such  as  peers  and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  television  
advertisements  (Moschis,  1985).  To  this  reasoning  we  can  add  the  online  advertisements  as  
an  external  source.  
Hypotheses	  formulated	  
Adolescents   are   affected   more   compared   to   their   adult   counterparts   by   specific   family  
events.  This  influence  may  turn  them  towards  Internet  or  social  media  for  consolation.    The  
aim  of  this  study  is  to  examine  the  impact  of  family  disruptions  on  young  adolescents’  use  of  
social  media  and  appreciation  of  materialistic  values  as  result.  
  
Ritchie   and   Fitzpatrick   (1990)   point   out   that,   families   experiencing   problems   in   the  
communication  among  their  members,  are  thought  to  have  a  stronger  socio  orientation,  as  
this   type  of   communication   is   related   to   the  assertion  of  parental  power   thus   limiting   the  
free  expression  of  adolescents.  This   is  reported  to  contribute  to  the  adolescent’s  feeling  of  
loneliness,  as  Morahan-­‐Martina  and  Schumacherb  reported  (2003),  thus  intensifying  his/her  
need  for  emotional  support  in  other  social  settings  (Gbandi,  2012).  Young  people  hoping  to  
cover   their  psychological  gaps  created  due   to  disruptive   family   incidents,  address   to   social  
media   and   networking   sites   like   Facebook.   In   this   way,   they   can   communicate   with   their  
peers  of  the  same  age,  who  may  have  similar  concerns,  hoping  simultaneously  to  be  part  of  
an  online   ‘society’.   The   indirect   character  of   the  online   community   -­‐not   face   to   face-­‐  may  
help   adolescents   to   facilitate   communication   among  members.   In   this  way   teenagers  may  
anticipate   to   escape   reality   and   socialize   into   a   virtual   world.   Therefore   teenagers  
experiencing  disruptive  family  events  are  more  likely  to  spend  most  of  their  time  online.    
  
Hypothesis   1:  There   is   a   positive   relationship   between   family   disruptive   events   and   online  
communication.  
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Inadequately   supervised   teenagers   are  more   susceptive   to   influences   from   peers   (Bowen  
and   Bowen,   1999).   Peers   tend   to   relieve   pressure   and   stress   experienced   in   school   and  
family   settings,   as   Gecas   reported   (2003)   (Gbandi,   2012).   The   consumption   choice   of  
adolescents,   who   spend   most   of   their   time   online,   can   be   affected   by   famous   or   rich  
students,  who  like  to  demonstrate  themselves.  
    
Moreover,   through  social  networking  sites,  a  big  proportion  of  commercial  merchandisers,  
advertising  companies  and  large  or  small  enterprises,  find  a  way  to  promote  their  products  
or   services   using   convincing   manners,   depending   on   the   age   groups   they   are   targeting.  
Therefore  it  could  be  suggested  that  the  more  time  a  teenager  spends  in  social  media,  and  
considering   the   impact   of   disruptive   family   events  may   experience,   the  more   affected   by  
advertisements   or   fashion   trends   s/he   can   be.   Consequently,   we   assume   that   teenagers  
spending  most  of  their  time  online,  due  to  encountering  disruptive  events,  are  more  likely  to  
be  materialistic  and  experience  compulsive  disorders  
  
Hypothesis   2:   There   is   a   positive   relationship   between   online   communication   and  
materialism/compulsiveness.  
  
A   less  nurturing  parental   style   leads  children  to   feel   insecure  of   their  worth  as  people  and  
thus   possibly   to   greater   appreciation   of   materialistic   values   (Kasser,   2002).   Research   by  
Williams,  Cox,  Hedberg,  and  Ryan  (2000)  and  Cohen  and  Cohen  (1996)  in  combination  with  
the  work  of  Kasser  et  al.  (1995),  have  suggested  that  materialistic  teenagers  are  often  raised  
by  parents  who  do  not  do  as  much  as  needed  to  make  their  children  feel  secure  and  valued  
as   people.   These   feelings   of   insecurity   and   self   doubt   are   then   “expressed   (in   part)   by   a  
strong   tendency   to   focus   on   materialistic   pursuits”   (Kasser,   2002,   p.31).   As   a   result,  
teenagers  experiencing  disruptive  family  events  are  more  likely  to  believe  that  they  have  low  
quality   of   life   (wellbeing)   and   thus,   teenagers  who   report   experiencing   low   quality   of   life  
(wellbeing)   due   to   disruptive   family   events,   are   more   likely   to   have   a   reduced   level   of  
resistance  against  materialism.  
  
Hypothesis   3:   There   is   a   negative   relationship   between   family   disruptive   events   and   the  
teenagers’  perceived  wellbeing.  
Hypothesis   4:   There   is   a   negative   relationship   between   adolescents’   wellbeing   and  
development  of  materialism/compulsiveness  values.  
  
As   mentioned   also   earlier,   when   parents   employ   a   socio-­‐oriented   family   communication  
style  the  child  is  expected  to  comply  with  parental  authority  and  pursue  relational  objectives  
dictated  by  the  parents  (Moschis,  1985;  Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).  This  is  more  possible  to  happen  
in   a   family   that   has   experienced   a   disruptive   event   due   to   the   fact   that   the   parents   -­‐or  
parent-­‐   has   the   need   to   protect   the   child   from   further   exposure   to   potential   threats.   The  
guardians   of   those   children   may   become   over   protected   and   as   a   result   they   create  
irresolute  and  frightened  adolescents  that  may  carry  this  attitude  to  their  adulthood.  It  has  
been   postulated   that   the   family   communication   patterns   to   which   a   young   person   is  
exposed  early  in  life  directly  influence  the  development  of  his/her  consumer  behavior.  
13  
  
  
According   to   Moschis   and   Churchill   (1978),   materialism   is   viewed   as   an   orientation   that  
“emphasizes   possessions   and   money   for   personal   happiness   and   progress”,   and  
consumerism   consists   a   perceived   way   for   teenagers   to   overcome   any   psychological  
problem.  If  we  link  this  with  the  previous  assumption  it  is  reasonable  that  adolescents  may  
seek   a  way   out   of   their   problematic   lives   into   consumerism,   in   an   attempt   to   cover   their  
need   for   self   expression.   These   assumptions   result   in   the   hypotheses   that   teenagers  
experiencing   disruptive   events   are   more   likely   to   experience   a   socio-­‐oriented   family  
communication  pattern,  and  therefore,  teenagers  experiencing  disruptive  events  and  live  in  
a  socio-­‐oriented  family,  are  more  likely  to  turn  towards  materialism  for  consolation.    
  
Hypothesis   5:   There   is  a   positive   relationship   between   family   disruptive   events   and   socio-­‐
oriented  family  communication.  
Hypothesis   6:   The   teenagers’   exposure   to   socio-­‐oriented   family   structure   is   positively  
associated  to  their  materialistic  values.  
  
As   analyzed   above,   children   who   have   experienced   a   disturbing   event   are   less   likely   to  
receive   concept   oriented   behavior   within   their   family.   If   however,   those   teenagers  
experiencing   disruptive   events   live   in   a   concept-­‐oriented   family,   it   is   less   likely   to   turn  
towards   materialism   since   they   are   considered   to   have   one   extra   asset   to   resist  
consumerism.    
  
Indeed  McLeod   and   Chaffee   (1972;   1973)   purports   that   concept-­‐oriented   communication  
encourages   teenagers   to   formulate   and   articulate   opinions   and   ideas   of   their   own.   This  
attitude  may  help  young  people  to  create  a  strong  resistance  towards  materialism  and  help  
them  cover  any  potential  emotional  gaps.    
  
Hypothesis  7:  There  is  a  negative  relationship  between  family  disruptive  events  and  concept-­‐
oriented  family  communication.  
Hypothesis   8:   The   teenagers’   exposure   to   concept-­‐oriented   family   structure   is   negatively  
associated  to  any  materialistic  values.  
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Figure  1:  Proposed  Model  
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Chapter	  3:	  Research	  Methodology	  
Introduction	  
Chapter  3  aims  to  provide  the  methodology  adopted  for  serving  the  aims  of  the  study.  Data  
is   drawn   from   199   fully   completed   questionnaires   distributed   in   Thessaloniki.   The  
respondents’   age   was   ranged   between   14   and   17   years   old.   This   chapter   discusses  
methodological   research   issues,   including   questionnaire   composition   and   data   collection  
procedures.    
  
Age	  selection	  
According   to  Wigfield   et   al.   (1991),   Rosenberg   et   al.   (1989)   and   Block   and   Robins   (1993),  
youngsters  might  experience  reduced  self  esteem,  during  adolescence,  which  in  turn  might  
negatively   impact   their   social   interactions   (DuBois   et   al.,   1998),   friendships   (Parker   and  
Gottman,  1989)  and  family  communication  (Jackson,  1998).  
  
It  has  been  observed  that  these  groups  have  a  very  good  relationship  with  the  Internet  and  
more   particular   Facebook  which   is  widely   accepted   among   this   age   group.   Additionally,   it  
has  been  observed  that  adolescents   is  the  age  that  people  start  having  a  first  contact  with  
consumption,  a   relationship   that  continues   in   their  adulthood  and  affect  or  be  affected  by  
their  psychology.  
  
As  Macek  (2003)  set,  adolescence  usually  begins  at  ages  ranging  from  10  to  12  years  old.  The  
Children's  Online  Privacy  Protection  Act  (1998)   imposes  certain  conditions  regarding  online  
collection   of   personal   information   from  people   under   the   age   of   13   (Gbandi,   2012).   In   an  
attempt  to  avoid  this  complex   legislation  procedure,  Facebook  only  allows  users  stating  an  
age  older   than  13   to  create  an  account.  Due   to   this   limitation,   the  study  population  had  a  
lower  limit  of  14  years  old  as  prerequisite  for  participation.  The  upper  limit  of  the  age  group  
was   set   at   17   years   old,   as   according   to  Marcia   (1980),   this   is   the   age   that  most   scholars  
identify  as  the  end  of  adolescence  (Gbandi,  2012).  
  
Methodology	  
Since   this  dissertation   is  based  on  an  empirical   study,  we  developed  quantitative   research  
techniques.   Moreover,   since   the   background   of   the   study   is   supported   by   a   significant  
proportion  of  international  literature,  this  study  aims  to  conduct  a  more  focused  research  in  
order   to   provide   more   definitive   results,   compared   with   those   of   a   qualitative   research  
approach.  
  
In  order  to  test  the  hypotheses  provided  in  Chapter  2,  we  conducted  a  survey  questionnaire  
specially  designed  for  this  purpose.  This  method  of  survey  data  collection  and  analysis   is   in  
accordance  with   other   studies   that   have   investigated   the   relationship   of   family   disruptive  
events  and  materialism  (Gbandi,  2012;  Georgiou  and  Karakitsiou,  2010;  Baker,  2013;  Moshis,  
1985;  Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).  
  
16  
  
The   questionnaire   consists   of   eight   separate   sections.   Those   questions   were   restructured  
using  activities  that  are  fitting  to  the  particular  age  group  that  we  are  studying.  Adjustments  
were  also  made  as  regards  the  setting.    
  
Part   A   of   the   questionnaire   contained   questions   referring   to   the   type   of   family  
communication  and  responders  were  asked  to  choose  between  a  five  point  scale:  1  =  Never,  
2  =Seldom/  Sometimes,  3  =  Quite  often,  4  =  Often,  5  =  Very  often.  Both  concept  –  and  socio  
–  oriented  family  communication  were  assessed  through  scales  developed  by  Ritchie  (1991).  
  
Part  B  contained  ten  family  disruptive  events  that  adolescents  may  have  experience  and  the  
perceived   impact  on   their   lives.  All   ten  events  were  used   for   the  purpose  of   this   study,  as  
reported  by  Rindfleisch  et   al.   (1997)   and  Roberts   et   al.   (2003a).   Perceived   stressfulness  of  
those  events  was  assessed  using  a  five  point  scale  (1  =  very  negative,  2=  somewhat  negative,  
3=  Unaffected,  4=somewhat  positive  and  5  =  very  positive).  
  
Part   C   is   testing   materialism   and   more   specifically   the   dissatisfaction   that   the   responder  
feels  about  his/her  tangible  possessions  or  financial  situation,  the  consumer  orientation  and  
the   participants’   brand   awareness.   In   this   part   we   provide   four   point   scale   reflecting   the  
degree  of  (dis)agreement  (1=  strongly  disagree,  2=disagree,  3=  agree  and  4=  strongly  agree).    
  
Part   D   tests   the   adolescents’   communication   on   Facebook   with   their   peers   concerning  
consumption   and   various   materialistic   concerns.   To   capture   that   we   used   the   same   five  
point  scale  with  part  A  (1=  never  to  5=  very  often).  
  
In   part   E   we   test   the   subjective   wellbeing,   as   adopted   by   Lau,   Cummins   and  McPherson  
(2005),   by   providing   a   five   point   scale:   1=   very   dissatisfied,   2=   little   satisfied,   3=   quite  
satisfied,  4=  satisfied  and  5=  very  satisfied.    
  
Section  F  referred  to  family  support,  which  was  adapted  from  Rindfleisch  et  al.   (1997)  and  
Roberts   et   al.   (2003a).   Participants  were   asked   to   evaluate   the   support   provided   by   their  
family  by  a  five  point  scale  (1  =  Inadequate  support  to  5  =  Excellent  support).  
  
Part  G  presents  a  scale  of  measuring  the   intensity  of  Facebook  use.  We  used  one  question  
referring  to  the  number  of  Facebook  friends  and  two  questions  referring  to  the  time  spent  
daily   on   Facebook.   The   question   referring   to   Facebook   friends   could   be   answered   in   a   9  
point   scale   (1=Less   than  10,  2=  10-­‐49,  3=50-­‐99,  4=100-­‐149,  5=150-­‐199,  6=200-­‐249,  7=250-­‐
299,   8=300-­‐399,   9=More   than   400),   whereas   the   time   spent   daily   on   Facebook   was  
evaluated  using  a  six  point  scale  (1=  Less  than  10  minutes,  2=  10-­‐30  minutes  ,3=  30  minutes  
up  to  one  hour,  4=,from  one  hour  up  to  two  hours,  5=  from  two  up  to  three  hours,  6=  Over  
three  hours).    
  
The   last  part   (H)  consists  of  demographic  questions  such  as  age,  gender  and  education.  As  
adolescents   might   not   have   exact   knowledge   about   the   family’s   annual   income,   more  
indirect  questions  were  used  to  assess  the  perceived  socioeconomic  status  of  the  family.  The  
assessment  of  socioeconomic  status  was  made  through  a  series  of  questions  adapted  from  
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Jung  et  al.  (2010).   In  order  to  evaluate,  each  of  the  four  questions  is  awarded  a  number  of  
point  according  its  answer  (none  or  no  =  0  points,  yes  or  one  =  1  point,  two  =  2  points  and  
three  =  three  points)  and  all  points  are  summed  up  to  form  a  total  that  is  compared  to  the  
maximum  amount   of   10   points   that   indicate   the  perception  of   a   very   high   socioeconomic  
status.    
  
As   the   survey  was   conducted   in  Greece   a   translation   of   the   questionnaire  was   necessary.  
The  questionnaire  was  also  pilot-­‐tested  by  2  adolescents  aged  14  and  15,  in  order  to  assure  
that   the  questions  are  understood  and   reflect   the  original  meaning  of   the  English  version.  
None  of  the  items  needed  rewording,  as  all  were  reported  to  be  comprehensible.  
  
Sampling	  and	  data	  collection	  
The  study  population  of  this  dissertation  was  adolescent  members  of  Facebook  aged  14  to  
17   years   old.   In   order   to   gather   information   necessary   to   test   the   research   hypotheses  
stated  in  chapter  2,  two  ways  of  distributing  questionnaires  were  employed:  physically  and  
electronically.    
  
Questionnaires   were   sent   among   Facebook   users   and   hard   copies   were   distributed   to  
adolescents   living   in   both   the   east   (Perea)   and   the  west   (Stauroupoli)   side  of   Thessaloniki  
and   fulfilled   the   requirements   mentioned   above.   In   that   way   we   managed   to   cover   all  
socioeconomic  layers  of  the  society  or  economical  zones  and  districts.  Participants  were  also  
encouraged  to  forward  the  questionnaire  to  their  friends,  in  an  effort  to  increase  the  sample  
size.  In  all  cases,  both  the  website  and  the  paper  version  of  the  questionnaire  were  offered.  
However,  we  did  not  notice  any  particular  interest  or  preference  of  the  participants  for  the  
online  version,  on  the  contrary  only  65  answers  out  of  199  were  gathered  through  email  or  
Facebook.  The  electronic  version  was  available  online  on  the  following  website:  
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/18RRJjbk8mVMQJAIJ6DkMvTs2Gecj3pOTBKcY63Odf2k/vi
ewform  
  
Tools	  for	  statistical	  analysis	  
Data   gathered   from   the   completed   questionnaires   were   analyzed   using   the   statistical  
analysis  software  SPSS.  At  first,  results  regarding  basic  descriptive  statistics  were  extracted,  
such   as   mean   and   standard   deviation.   In   an   effort   to   address   the   research   question,   a  
number   of   techniques   such   as   Cronbach   alpha   were   utilized   while   logistic   and   linear  
regression  was   also   employed.   All   statistical   techniques   used  will   be   reported   in   the   next  
chapter.  
Chapter	  summary	  
This  chapter  has  presented  all  the  relevant   information  on  research  methodology  and  data  
collection  necessary  to  test  the  predefined  research  questions  and  resulting  hypotheses.  The  
following  chapter  will  present  the  results  of  the  above  mentioned  analysis     
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Chapter	  4:	  Findings	  
Introduction	  
In  this  chapter  we  set  the  results  of  the  statistical  analysis.  At  first  we  present  a  demographic  
composition   followed   by   the   presentation   of   psychometric   properties   and   the   correlation  
matrix,  and  last  but  not  least  we  present  the  hypothesis  testing.    
  
Demographic	  composition	  
The   pies   below   present   some   demographic   information   about   the   data   used   in   this  
dissertation,   like   age,   gender   and   education   of   the   participants.   The   sample   population  
examined   consisted   of   199   responders   aged   14   to   17   years   old.   The   next   figure  
demonstrates  that  the  majority  of  the  responses  came  from  teenagers  aged  14,  the  minority  
came  from  teenagers  aged  15  years  old,  while  adolescents  aged  16  and  17  were  very  close  
with  15%  and  17%  respectively.  
  
  
Figure  2:  Age  composition  of  the  sample  
  
The  next  figure  indicates  the  proportion  of  boys  and  girls  that  answered  the  questionnaires.  
We  observe  that  girls  hold  a  slightly  higher  percentage  (59%)  than  boys  (41%).  This  finding  
complies   with   past   reports   of   Lee   (2011)   and   Chappell   (2012),   which   state   that   women  
dominate  in  various  markets  (Gbandi,  2012).  
  
  
Figure  3:  Gender  composition  of  the  sample  
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As  expected  from  the  first  figure,  the  majority  of  the  participants  are  attending  High  School.  
The  next  figure  presents  the  percentages  of  the  educational  analysis.  
  
  
Figure  4:  Education  composition  of  the  sample  
  
Figures  5   and  6  present   the   results   of   the   Socio   Economic   Status   (SES)  of   the   sample.  We  
observe   that   most   of   the   responders   are   in   a   middle   class   socioeconomic   position.  
Apparently  their  families  own  2  or  1  car,  they  have  been  on  family  vacations  more  than  one  
time   the   last  year,  while   the  percentage  of   the   families   that  do  not  own  any  computers   is  
significantly   low   and   an   overwhelming   proportion   of   the   sample   does   not   share   their    
bedroom  with  other  family  members.  
  
  
Figure  5:  SES  composition  of  the  sample  
66%  
34%  
EducaHon  
High  School  
Lyceum  
0  
20  
40  
60  
80  
100  
120  
None  
1  
2  
3  or  more  
20  
  
	  
Figure  6:  SES  composition  of  the  sample  
Cronbach	  alphas	  
In   order   to   measure   the   relevance   of   the   used   items   to   the   related   constructs,   we   used  
cronbach  alpha  which  indicates  the  level  of  consistency  between  the  two  (Cronbach,  1951).  
The  coefficient’s  value  can  range  from  0  to  1,  with  higher  values  indicating  better  reliability  
(Gbandi,  2011).  Nunnaly  (1978)  set  0.7  to  be  the  threshold  above  which  a  scale  is  considered  
reliable,  which  was  also  applicable   to   this   study   (Gbandi,  2011).  Out  of   the  eight  variables  
examined   in   this   study,   three   did   not   have   psychometric   properties   and   were   therefore  
excluded.   Those   variables   are   the   ten   family   disruption   incidents,   Facebook   friends   and  
Facebook   use.   After   purification   we   deleted   five   items   in   total   from   all   constructs.   The  
following  table  (Table  1)  summarizes  the  Cronbach  values  for  all  the  constructs  used  in  this  
study.  
  
Table  1:  Cronbach  alphas  
Constructs   Cronbach  alphas  
Socio-­‐oriented   0.705  
Concept-­‐oriented   0.703  (after  purification  we  deleted  item  CO1)  
Materialism   0.729  (after  purification  we  deleted  items  MAT3,4,5  and  12)  
Facebook  peers   0.796  
Wellbeing   0.853  
  
Descriptive	  statistics	  	  
Table  6  presents  some  basic  features  of  the  data,  like  the  mean  and  the  standard  deviation  
of   each   construct   utilized.   Mean   is   the   mathematical   average   of   a   set   of   two   or   more  
numbers  (source:  Investopedia.com).  Standard  deviation  is  a  measure  of  the  dispersion  of  a  
set  of  data  from  its  mean.  The  more  spread  apart  the  data,  the  higher  the  deviation  (source:  
Investopedia.com).   Almost   all   data   are   around   1.00   point   from   the   mean,   except   for  
‘Facebook  friends’,  meaning  that  there  is  no  high  dispersion  of  data  in  any  construct.  
  
The  majority  of  the  responders  seem  to  have  experienced  6  or  7  incidents,  they  do  not  favor  
materialistic   values   and   seldom   or   sometimes   discuss   about   consumption   with   their  
Facebook  peers.  Moreover  they  believe  that  their  wellbeing  is  satisfying.  Also  they  mention  
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that   they   seldom  or   sometimes  experience  a   socio-­‐oriented   type  of   family   communication  
but   instead   they   are   treated   with   concept-­‐oriented   communication   family   styles.   The  
majority   of   the   respondents   have   an   average   SES.   Between   200   and   249   is   the   dominant  
answer  about  Facebook  friends  and  30  minutes  per  day  is  the  time  most  adolescents  spend  
in  Facebook.    
  
Table  2:  Descriptive  statistics  
Construct   N   Mean   Std.  Deviation  
FAMILYDISRUPTINDEX   199   6.7538   1.84080  
MATERAVE   199   2.4548   .42224  
peersfcb   199   2.4516   .75248  
WEBEAVE   199   4.1714   .71650  
SOAVE   199   2.2950   .70995  
CONCEAVE   199   3.1845   .73330  
SES   199   6.9548   1.87567  
FACEBOOKFRIENDS   199   6.1407   2.79073  
FACEBOOKUSE   199   3.1960   1.42375  
AGE   199   1.8794   1.18728  
GENDER   199   1.5879   .49345  
EDUCATION   199   1.3367   .47377  
Valid  N  (listwise)   199        
	  
Correlation	  matrix	  
The  correlation  matrix  presented  below   (Figure  2)  provides  an  overview  of   the  correlation  
between  all  pairs  of  variables  examined  in  this  study.  
  
  
Figure  7:  Correlation  matrix  
The  value  1.0000  indicates  a  perfect  positive  correlation  that  can  only  be  observed  between  
the  correlations  of  one  variable  with  itself  (Gbandi,  2011).  In  this  matrix  there  is  no  perfect  
negative   correlation   (indicated   by   the   value   -­‐1.0000).   All   values   above   10%   (0.1)   are  
considered   to   be   insignificant   and   therefore   rejected.   The   highest   positive   and   significant  
correlation   value   is   between   socio-­‐oriented   behavior   and   wellbeing   (0.0747).   The   highest  
negative   correlation   value   can   be   found   between   the   variables   of   age   and   SES   (Socio  
Economical  Status)  but  also  between  age  and  wellbeing.  This  indicates  that  as  the  number  of  
         EDU    -0.0898  -0.0413   0.1858  -0.2932   0.0035  -0.0946  -0.2442   0.4147   0.2611   0.9166  -0.0301   1.0000
      GENDER    -0.0289  -0.1828  -0.0675   0.1119   0.0708  -0.1717  -0.1021   0.1377   0.0293   0.0096   1.0000
         AGE    -0.1153  -0.0747   0.1404  -0.3259  -0.0509  -0.0522  -0.3268   0.3664   0.2620   1.0000
       FBUSE    -0.1511   0.2374   0.2711  -0.1002   0.2009  -0.0797  -0.0666   0.5371   1.0000
         FBF    -0.0748   0.1533   0.3496  -0.0528   0.0478  -0.0212   0.0080   1.0000
         SES     0.3522   0.1648   0.1000   0.2505   0.0198   0.1970   1.0000
    CONCEAVE     0.2123   0.0211   0.0094   0.2672  -0.0712   1.0000
       SOAVE    -0.0551   0.2257   0.1432   0.0747   1.0000
     WEBEAVE     0.3530   0.0683   0.0330   1.0000
    peersfcb    -0.0629   0.3388   1.0000
    MATERAVE    -0.0788   1.0000
     FDINDEX     1.0000
                                                                                                                          
                FDINDEX MATERAVE peersfcb  WEBEAVE    SOAVE CONCEAVE      SES      FBF    FBUSE      AGE   GENDER      EDU
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SES  and  wellbeing   increases,   the  age  variable  becomes  negative.  Meaning  that   the  smaller  
the  child  the  happier  they  feel  and  the  more  satisfied  about  their  personal  belongings  and  
achievements.      
Hypotheses	  testing	  
Having   defined   a   significance   level   of   0.05,   all   models   are   either   rejected   or   accepted   by  
comparing  the  calculated  p value  to  this  threshold.  P  values  of  the  entire  model  are  denoted  
either   as   “Prob>chi2”   or   as   “Prob>F”.   When   those   values   are   lower   than   0.05,   then   the  
relationship  between   the  dependent  and   independent  variable(s)   is   statistically   significant.  
In   order   to   test  whether   a   separate   independent   variable   of   each  model   has   a   significant  
impact   on   the   outcome,   the   P>|z|   or   P>|t|   value   is   examined.   These   values   used   to  
determine   if   the   variables’   coefficient   is   significantly   different   from   0   (thus   impacting   the  
outcome).   In   the   same   way,   values   smaller   than   0.05   indicate   a   statistically   significant  
coefficient  (Gbandi,  2011).  
  
Hypothesis   1:  There   is   a   positive   relationship   between   family   disruptive   events   and   online  
communication.  
  
  
Figure  8:  Results  of  H1  test  
The  examination  of  the  independent  variable  P>|z|  value  is  greater  than  0.05  (0.565  >  0.05),  
which  reveals  that  the  coefficient  is  not  statistically  different  from  zero.  Therefore,  there  is  a  
positive   but   non-­‐significant   relationship   between   family   disruptive   events   and   online  
communication.  Thus,  H1  is  rejected.    
  
Hypothesis  2:  There  is  a  positive  relationship  between  online  communication  with  peers  and  
materialism.  
  
  
Figure  9:  Results  of  H2  test  
                                                                              
       _cons     .4307273   .7485305     0.58   0.565    -1.036366     1.89782
    peersfcb            0  (omitted)
                                                                              
     FDINDEX        Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
Log likelihood = -1.9095425                       Pseudo R2       =    -0.0000
                                                  Prob > chi2     =          .
                                                  LR chi2(0)      =      -0.00
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =          3
                                                                              
       _cons     1.988673   .0964425    20.62   0.000      1.79848    2.178865
    peersfcb     .1901187   .0376147     5.05   0.000     .1159395    .2642978
                                                                              
    MATERAVE        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
       Total    35.3012982   198  .178289385           Root MSE      =  .39828
                                                       Adj R-squared =  0.1103
    Residual    31.2489758   197  .158624243           R-squared     =  0.1148
       Model    4.05232235     1  4.05232235           Prob > F      =  0.0000
                                                       F(  1,   197) =   25.55
      Source         SS       df       MS              Number of obs =     199
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The   overall   p   value   of   the   model   is   0.0000   (0.00   <   0.05),   indicating   that   the   model   is  
statistically   significant.   The   regression   suggests   a   strongly   positive   relationship   between  
online   communication   with   peers   and   adolescents’   materialistic   values.   Moreover,   the  
positive   value   of   the   coefficient   coincides   with   the   stated   hypothesis,   as   it   indicates   a  
proportional  relationship  between  the  examined  variables.  Thus,  H2  is  supported.  
  
Hypothesis   3:   There   is   a   negative   relationship   between   family   disruptive   events   and   the  
teenagers’  perceived  wellbeing.  
  
  
Figure  10:  Results  of  H3  test  
The   overall   p   value   of   the   model   is   0.0000   (0.00   <   0.05),   indicating   that   the   model   is  
statistically   significant.   The   regression   directs   towards   a   positive   and   not   a   negative  
relationship   between   adolescents’   wellbeing   and   number   of   family   disruption   events.  
Therefore,  H3  is  rejected.  This  surprising  finding  may  be  attributed  to  Greek  culture  where  
extended  family  members  take  care  of  the  children  even  in  cases  of  family  disruptions.    
  
Hypothesis   4:   There   is   a   negative   relationship   between   adolescents’   wellbeing   and  
development  of  materialism  values.  
  
  
Figure  11:  Results  of  H4  test  
The   overall   p   value   of   the  model   is   0.338   (0.338   >   0.05)   indicating   that   the  model   is   not  
statistically   significant.   Those   findings   suggest   that   the   relationship   between   adolescents’  
wellbeing  and  development  of  materialism  values  is  positive  but  non-­‐significant.  Thus,  H4  is  
rejected.    
  
                                                                              
       _cons      3.24354   .1815981    17.86   0.000     2.885414    3.601666
     FDINDEX     .1373859   .0259466     5.29   0.000     .0862172    .1885547
                                                                              
     WEBEAVE        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
       Total    101.646752   198  .513367436           Root MSE      =  .67208
                                                       Adj R-squared =  0.1201
    Residual    88.9829283   197  .451689991           R-squared     =  0.1246
       Model     12.663824     1   12.663824           Prob > F      =  0.0000
                                                       F(  1,   197) =   28.04
      Source         SS       df       MS              Number of obs =     199
                                                                              
       _cons     2.286968   .1772829    12.90   0.000     1.937352    2.636584
     WEBEAVE     .0402276   .0418891     0.96   0.338     -.042381    .1228363
                                                                              
    MATERAVE        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
       Total    35.3012982   198  .178289385           Root MSE      =  .42233
                                                       Adj R-squared = -0.0004
    Residual    35.1368069   197  .178359426           R-squared     =  0.0047
       Model    .164491253     1  .164491253           Prob > F      =  0.3381
                                                       F(  1,   197) =    0.92
      Source         SS       df       MS              Number of obs =     199
24  
  
Hypothesis   5:   There   is  a   positive   relationship   between   family   disruptive   events   and   socio-­‐
oriented  family  communication.  
  
  
Figure  12:  Results  of  H5  test  
The  overall  p  value  of  the  model  is  0.44  (0.44  >  0.05)  indicating  that  the  model  is  statistically  
insignificant.   The   negative   sign   of   the   coefficient   indicates   an   inversely   proportional  
relationship  between  the  two  variables.  Therefore  H5  is  not  supported.  
  
Hypothesis   6:   The   teenagers’   exposure   to   socio-­‐oriented   family   structure   is   positively  
associated  to  their  materialistic  values.  
  
  
Figure  13:  Results  of  H6  test  
The   overall   p   value   of   the   model   is   0.001   (0.001   <   0.05)   indicating   that   the   model   is  
statistically   insignificant.   The   coefficient   is   positive   indicates   a   proportional   relationship  
between  the  examined  variables  verifies  the  set  hypothesis.  Thus,  H6  is  supported.  
  
Hypothesis  7:  There  is  a  negative  relationship  between  family  disruptive  events  and  concept-­‐
oriented  family  communication.  
  
                                                                              
       _cons     2.438561   .1920264    12.70   0.000     2.059869    2.817252
     FDINDEX    -.0212495   .0274366    -0.77   0.440    -.0753565    .0328576
                                                                              
       SOAVE        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
       Total     99.798995   198  .504035328           Root MSE      =  .71067
                                                       Adj R-squared = -0.0020
    Residual    99.4960414   197  .505056048           R-squared     =  0.0030
       Model    .302953531     1  .302953531           Prob > F      =  0.4396
                                                       F(  1,   197) =    0.60
      Source         SS       df       MS              Number of obs =     199
                                                                              
       _cons     2.146767   .0991497    21.65   0.000     1.951236    2.342298
       SOAVE     .1342049   .0412811     3.25   0.001     .0527954    .2156145
                                                                              
    MATERAVE        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
       Total    35.3012982   198  .178289385           Root MSE      =   .4124
                                                       Adj R-squared =  0.0461
    Residual    33.5038226   197  .170070166           R-squared     =  0.0509
       Model    1.79747551     1  1.79747551           Prob > F      =  0.0014
                                                       F(  1,   197) =   10.57
      Source         SS       df       MS              Number of obs =     199
25  
  
  
Figure  14:  Results  of  H7  test  
According   to   the  p   value   (0.003   <   0.05)   the   relationship   is   significant,   but   contrary   to   the  
expected,   is  positive   instead  of  negative.  Therefore,  H7   is   rejected.   This  may  attributed   to  
the  fact  that  Greek  family  tries  to  avoid  creating  more  pressure  on  a  teenager’s  psychology  
that   is   already   vulnerable   due   to   a   disruptive   event.   This   is   probably   due   to   the   fact   that  
Greek   culture   has   been   affected   by   the   European   influences   and   become   more   open-­‐
minded.  Another  explanation  could  also  be   that  parents  may  provide  presents  on  purpose  
their  children  in  order  to  help  them  skip  and  forget  a  frustrating  disruptive  family  incident.  
  
Hypothesis   8:   The   teenagers’   exposure   to   concept-­‐oriented   family   structure   is   negatively  
associated  to  any  materialistic  values.  
  
  
Figure  15:  Results  of  H8  test  
According  to  the  p  value  (0.768  >  0.05)  the  relationship  is  not  significant,  and  as  a  result  the  
findings  do  not  support  the  association  between  a  concept-­‐orientated  family  communication  
and  the  avoidance  of  materialistic  values.  Thus,  H8  is  not  supported.  
  
The  next  table  presents  briefly  the  results  of  the  above  analysis.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
                                                                              
       _cons     2.613191   .1941133    13.46   0.000     2.230384    2.995998
     FDINDEX     .0845902   .0277347     3.05   0.003     .0298951    .1392853
                                                                              
    CONCEAVE        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
       Total    106.471336   198  .537734022           Root MSE      =   .7184
                                                       Adj R-squared =  0.0402
    Residual    101.670464   197  .516093725           R-squared     =  0.0451
       Model    4.80087241     1  4.80087241           Prob > F      =  0.0026
                                                       F(  1,   197) =    9.30
      Source         SS       df       MS              Number of obs =     199
                                                                              
       _cons     2.416149   .1340153    18.03   0.000      2.15186    2.680438
    CONCEAVE     .0121291   .0410156     0.30   0.768     -.068757    .0930151
                                                                              
    MATERAVE        Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]
                                                                              
       Total    35.3012982   198  .178289385           Root MSE      =  .42322
                                                       Adj R-squared = -0.0046
    Residual    35.2856347   197  .179114897           R-squared     =  0.0004
       Model     .01566344     1   .01566344           Prob > F      =  0.7678
                                                       F(  1,   197) =    0.09
      Source         SS       df       MS              Number of obs =     199
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Table  3:  Summary  of  hypotheses  testing  results  
Hypotheses   Rejected/Accepted  
Hypothesis  1:  There  is  a  positive  relationship  between  family  disruptive  
events  and  online  communication  
Rejected  
Hypothesis   2:   There   is   a   positive   relationship   between   online  
communication  with  peers  and  materialism  
Accepted  
Hypothesis   3:   There   is   a   negative   relationship   between   family  
disruptive  events  and  the  teenagers’  perceived  wellbeing  
Rejected  
Hypothesis   4:   There   is   a   negative   relationship   between   adolescents’  
wellbeing  and  development  of  materialism  
Rejected  
Hypothesis  5:  There  is  a  positive  relationship  between  family  disruptive  
events  and  socio-­‐oriented  family  communication  
Rejected  
Hypothesis  6:  The  teenagers’  exposure  to  socio-­‐oriented  family  
structure  is  positively  associated  to  their  materialistic  values  
Accepted  
Hypothesis  7:  There  is  a  negative  relationship  between  family  
disruptive  events  and  concept-­‐oriented  family  communication  
Rejected  
Hypothesis  8:  The  teenagers’  exposure  to  concept-­‐oriented  family  
structure  is  negatively  associated  to  any  materialistic  values  
Rejected  
  
Conclusion	  
In  this  chapter  we  provided  detailed  analyses  of  the  data  and  the  results  of  the  hypotheses  
testing   procedure.   Table   3   presents   the   hypotheses   that   appeared   to   be   supported   and  
those   that   they   were   not.   It   appears   that   online   communication   through   Facebook   and  
socio-­‐   oriented   communication   experienced   by   teenagers   inside   the   family   can   lead  
adolescents   to   materialistic   attitudes.   The   next   chapter   will   try   to   provide   more   detailed  
explanations  and  discussions  on  the  resulting  findings.     
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Chapter	  5:	  Discussion	  
Introduction	  
Chapter   5   discusses   the   findings   reached.   These   are   compared   and   contrasted   with   prior  
empirical  and  theoretical  findings.  
  
Discussion	  
The   following   figure   presents   the   relationships   between   the   variables   used,   as   those   are  
developed   through   the   analysis   of   the   previous   chapter.   With   red   color   are   marked   the  
relationships   that   did   not  manage   to   fulfill   the   requirements   and   therefore  were   rejected  
while  the  green  ones  present  the  hypotheses  that  were  supported.  
  
Family  
Disruptions
Family  
communication
Wellbeing
Materialism  (as  
measured for
children)
Concept-­‐
oriented
Socio-­‐oriented
Online  
communication  
(Facebook)
  
Figure  16:  Overview  of  the  analysis’  results  
As   far   as   the   first   hypothesis   is   concerned,   Thoits   (1995)   reports   that   family   disruptive  
incidents  tend  to  diminish  the  emotional  support  an  adolescent  receives  from  his/her  family  
environment,  thus  driving  this  individual  to  seek  emotional  support  from  alternative  sources  
(Gbandi,   2012).   Seepersad   (2004)   posits   that   online   expression   and   social   activities   have  
been  reported  to  help  adolescents  cope  with  feelings  of   loneliness  (Gbandi,  2012).  Despite  
this   prior   evidence,   the   findings   did   not   manage   to   support   such   evidence   since   no  
relationship   between   the   disruptive   family   events   and   online   communication   is   observed.  
Since   the   frequency   of   online   communication   is   not   affected   by   family   incidents,   the  
necessity  for  further  research  is  essential  in  order  to  investigate  where  adolescents  turn  to  in  
case  of  a  disrupting  family  incident.  
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The   second   hypothesis,   regarding   online   communication   with   peers   and   its   potential  
relationship  with  materialistic  attitudes,  is  confirmed.  Our  results  are  in  line  with  Kasser’s  et  
al.   (2004)   theory   that   one   of   the   two   pathways   that   leads   to  materialistic   values   is  when  
people  are  interacting  with  peers  on  commercial  matters  (Bottomley  et  al.,  2010).  The  initial  
assumption  that  teenagers  can  be  affected  by  Facebook  peers  (Bowen  and  Bowen,  1999)  or  
Facebook   content   in   general,   seems   to   be   valid.   Facebook   is   a   mean   not   only   for   other  
teenagers   to   demonstrate   themselves   but   it   also   hosts   companies’   advertisements   and  
promotions  that  could  be  part  of  adolescents’  discussions  with  their  peers.  
  
Similar  to  hypothesis  1,   in  the  third  hypothesis  we  observe  that  family  disruptive  incidents  
are  not  related  directly  with  the  wellbeing  of  teenagers.  Fergusson  et  al.  (1994)  report  that  
family   difficulties   can   have   a   negative   effect   on   an   adolescent’s   self-­‐esteem   and   impact  
other   personal   characteristics   that  may   in   turn   lead   a   person   to   seek   social   support.   Jong  
Giervled  and  Dykstra  (1993),  posit  that  any  experience  of  such  events  has  a  negative  impact  
on   the   person,   as   they   cause   a   certain   amount   of   stress   (Gbandi,   2012).   However,   in   this  
study  there  was  not  such  a  confirmation.  A  possible  explanation  could  be  the  fact  that  Greek  
families  are  in  general  very  close  with  each  other  and  in  case  of  a  disruptive  incident  the  rest  
family  members  (extended  family)  could  provide  extra  attention  and  care  to  the  children  in  
order   to   achieve   as  mild   impacts   as   possible.   Another   explanation   could   be   that   a   certain  
amount  of  time  should  elapse  before  the  experience  of  those  events  has  a  profound  impact  
on   the   adolescent’s   needs   and   preferences.   Hence,   it   is   suggested   that   further   research  
needs  to  identify  the  disruptive  family  incidents  impact  in  the  future.    
  
The  next  hypothesis  (H4)  which  tested  wellbeing  and  its  relationship  with  materialism  is  also  
rejected.   This   is   in   contrast   to   Kasser’s   (2002   p.31)   findings.   He   purports   that   feelings   of  
insecurity  and  self  doubt  are  usually  “expressed  (in  part)  by  a  strong  tendency  to   focus  on  
materialistic   pursuits”.   More   specifically,   we   observe   a   positive   relationship   between   the  
two  variables  (wellbeing  and  materialism)  and  this  can  be  attributed  to  the  fact  that  low  self-­‐
esteem   teenagers   do   not   use   material   possessions   to   convey   their   self-­‐worth   to   others.  
Apparently   Greek   adolescents   do   not   seem   to   relate   their   personal   wellbeing   with  
materialistic  behavior.    
  
Although  Hill  et  al.  (2001)  reported  that  family  disruptive  events  had  an  adverse  impact  on  
family   communication,  hypotheses   5   and   7   surprisingly   had   opposite   results.   That  means  
that  the  assumption  that  family  disorders  drive  families  in  a  socio-­‐oriented  communication  is  
not   supported   and   neither   does   the   assumption   that   those   incidents   are   in   contrast  with  
concept-­‐  oriented   family   communication   styles.   The  model  utilized   in   this   study  measured  
the  quality  of  family  communication  through  the  two  dimensions  suggested  by  Ritchie  and  
Fitzpatrick   (1990):   socio  orientation  as  an   indicator  of  distorted   family  communication  and  
concept  orientation  as  an  indicator  of  good  communication  among  family  members  (Gbandi,  
2012).  This  might  explain  why  the  findings  of  this  study  do  not  coincide  with  those  of  Hill  et  
al.   (2001).   As   a   result   other   measures   of   family   communication’s   quality   might   be   more  
appropriate  to  approach  this  subject.  
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Regarding   hypothesis   6,   our   data   were   significant   and   did   support   the   assumption   that  
socio-­‐   oriented   families   drive   adolescents   to   materialistic   attitudes,   in   contrast   with   the  
research  of  Benmoyal-­‐Bouzaglo  and  Moschis  (2010)  held  in  France.  However,  our  results  are  
in   accordance   with   reports   of   Uhlenberg   and  Mueller   (2003)   and   Johnson   and   Easterling  
(2012)  indicating  that  distorted  family  communication  can  drive  youngsters  to  seek  support  
in  non-­‐familial  socialization  agents.  Further,  similar  findings  have  been  reached  by  Shoham  
et  al.  (2004),  Carlson  et  al.  (1990)  and  Karakitsiou  and  Georgiou  (2011).  Thus,  it  appears  that  
the   family,   who   values   conformity   more   than   self   expression,   encourages   children   to  
develop  respect  for  others  and  as  a  result  value  more  the  demands  concerning  consumption  
which  may  lead  to  the  development  of  materialistic  orientations  and  learning  of  "expressive"  
aspects   of   consumption   (Moschis,   1985).   As   a   result   the   assumption   that   the   family  
communication  patterns  to  which  a  young  person   is  exposed  early   in   life  directly   influence  
the  development  of  his/her  consumer  behavior,  is  partially  satisfied.  
  
Last  but  not  least,  hypothesis  8  tested  the  potential  negative  relationship  between  concept-­‐  
oriented   family   communication   and   materialism.   Despite   the   theories   of   McLeod   and  
Chaffee   (1972;   1973),   that   concept-­‐   oriented   communication   encourages   teenagers   to  
formulate,   articulate   opinions   and   ideas   of   their   own   and   help   teenagers   create   a   strong  
resistance   towards  materialism,   in   the   present   study   this   assumption  was   not   supported.  
This   is   probably   a   proof   that   Greek   teenagers   are  materialistic   despite   the   fact   that   they  
experience   a   concept-­‐   oriented   or   a   socio-­‐oriented   family   structure   (hypothesis   6).   As   a  
result  we  could  assume  that  the  display  of  material  possessions  in  Greek  culture  is  a  socially  
acceptable  norm.  
  
To   summarize,   this   study   did   not   test   the   implications   of  materialism  but   the   drivers   that  
may  lead  to  materialistic  attitudes.  However,  the  implications  of  materialism  are  numerous  
not   only   to   personal   wellbeing   but   also   to   society   and  marketing.   The  main   feelings   that  
drive   people   to  materialistic   behaviors   are   greed   and  personal   satisfaction.   Those   feelings  
can  prove  very  dangerous  for  the  society  and  some  people  believe  that  the  real  cause  of  the  
world’s  crisis  is  the  greed  caused  by  materialism,  due  to  the  fact  that  people  purchase  items  
they  cannot  afford,  simply  to  fit  in  the  crowd.  In  fact  it  is  not  unrealistic  to  believe  that  this  
might   be   one   of   the   reasons.   Other   impacts   of   materialism   to   personality   are   negative  
feelings   like   lust,   selfishness,   jealousy   and   sense   of   hopelessness.   As   Floyd   Drake   (2009)  
posits,  materialistic  people  tend  to  save  less,  which,  in  turn,  lessens  capital  investment  and  
weakening   economic   expansion.   Insurmountable   consumer   debts   caused   by   materialism  
affects   the   real   estate   market   and   the   credit   industry.   John   and   Lan   Nguyen   Chaplin   of  
Villanova   University,   believe   that   materialism   is   related   to   self-­‐esteem   issues.   They   also  
report   that   materialism   in   teenagers   has   accelerated   over   the   last   few   decades   and   this  
could  be  translated  into  bullying,  as  they  are  pressured  into  adopting  the  latest  trends,  and  
often   taunted   if   they  are  without   them.  The  Chaplins  also  believe   this   is  a   serious   societal  
trend,  and  receiving  emotional  support  from  parents  and  peers   is  a  solution.  As  a  result,   it  
would  be  interesting  for  future  researchers  in  Greece  to  test  the  implications  of  materialism  
to  teenagers  and  in  general  to  the  society.  
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Conclusion	  
This   chapter   provided   a   discussion   of   the   findings   reached   in   the   previous   section.   We  
provided   some   explanations   of   the   possible   reasons   a   hypothesis   was   either   rejected   or  
accepted.  This  discussion  was  in  accordance  with  previous  theories  and  research  and  in  line  
with  the  initial  assumptions  of  the  literature  review  section.  The  next  chapter  presents  the  
conclusions,  the  limitations  of  the  study  and  possible  directions  for  further  research.     
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Chapter	  6:	  Conclusions,	  Limitations	  and	  Directions	  for	  Further	  
Research	  
Introduction	  
In   this   last  part  of   the  dissertation,  we  will   discuss  about   the   limitations  of   this   study,   the  
potential  directions  for  further  research  and  the  conclusions  arising  from  our  findings.  
	  
Limitations	  
In  order  to  carry  out  this  dissertation,  there  were  some  obstacles  and  limitations  that  had  to  
be   overcome.   First   of   all   the   sample   size   of   199   completed   questionnaires,   although  was  
sufficient,   is   not   concerned  as   large  enough   to  draw   conclusions   regarding   the   adolescent  
population.   This   was   due   to   the   fact   that,   although   the   time   that   was   given   was   large  
enough,   the   fact   that   schools   and   other   facilities   were   closed   due   to   summer   holidays  
caused  a  delay  of  the  distribution  of  the  questionnaires.    
  
Also,  it  should  be  mentioned  as  limitation  that  many  responders  have  commented  that  the  
questionnaire  was  too  long  and  they  needed  minimum  20  minutes  to  complete  it.  
  
Moreover,  the  online  version,  although  helpful  in  the  effort  to  increase  the  sample  size  (65),  
did  not  allow  to  check   for  non-­‐response  bias  and   identify  how  many  attempted  to  answer  
the  questionnaire  but  did  not  complete  it  for  some  reason.    
  
A   very   interesting   part   was,   that   teenagers   who   completed   the   hard   copy   version,  
mentioned   some   parts   of   the   questionnaire   that   could   be   improved.   We   are   presenting  
those   improvements  as   it  could  be  very  helpful   for   future  researchers.  They   indicated  that  
the   pages   should   be   numbered   in   order   the   responder   knows   the   exact   number   of   the  
pages.  The  questions  and   the   tables  underneath   should  not  be   separated  and  continue   to  
the  next  page,  because  the  responder  might  forget  the  scale  or  the  meaning  of  the  question.  
Last  but  not  least,  the  third  question  that  was  measuring  the  impact  of  the  disruptive  events  
was  not  clear  what  the  responder  should  answer  in  case  he/she  had  no  experience  of  such  
an  event.    
  
One  of  the  prerequisites  to  answer  the  questionnaires  was  to  own  a  Facebook  account,  that  
implies   internet  access.  That  matter  could  be  a  subject  of  argument   for  some  people,   that  
adolescents  originate   from  a  poor   socioeconomic   background   could  be  excluded   from   the  
sample.   To   face   this   issue,   the   hard   copy   questionnaires   were   distributed   to   various  
socioeconomic   neighborhoods   like   Stauroupoly   and   Peraia,   in   an   attempt   to   capture   all  
socioeconomic  statuses.  However,  the  number  of  the  participants  that  stated  no  Facebook  
account   was   very   small   (9)   indicating   that   there   is   no   obvious   differentiation   of   internet  
access  according  to  socioeconomic  status.  
  
Last   but   not   least,   one   of   the   serious   limitations   of   this   study  was   the   fact   that  we  were  
compelled   to   reject   the  parental   support   variable   from   the  analysis  procedure,  due   to   the  
fact  that  the  scale  of  the  question  was  not  presented  correctly  in  the  questionnaire  and  as  a  
result  we  could  not  receive  the  accurate  data.  
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Further	  Research	  
According   to   our   results,   no   relation   between   family   disruptive   incidents   and  materialism  
was   found.  Consequently,  questions  about   the  potential   impacts  of  disruptive  experiences  
are   generated.   It   would   be   interesting   further   researchers   to   focus   on   those   impacts   and  
incase  of  a  low  wellbeing  result  identify  where  teenagers  prefer  to  turn  to  for  consolation.  
  
Another   field   for   further   investigation   is   whether   adolescents   of   this   study   maintain   the  
same   compulsiveness   for   acquiring   goods   or   this  materialistic   attitude   is   reduced   as   they  
grow  up.  Did  they  try  to  socialize  more  or  chose  another  way  to  help  themselves,  like  family  
or  psychologists?  
  
Moreover,   further  research  could  be   implemented   in  Greece  that  will  especially  be  helpful  
to  marketers  who  want   to  build   long-­‐term  brand   loyalty   for  products  or  brands.  As  Guest  
(1955)   and   Claycomb   and   Martin   (2002)   indicate,   more   than   half   of   the   brands   used   in  
childhood  and  adolescence  continue  to  be  used  by  adult  consumers  (Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).   In  
the  studies  of  Beck  and  Jennings  (1991),  Niemi  and  Jennings  (1991)  and  Whitbeck  and  Gecas  
(1988)  that   include   lifestyle,  religion  and  politics,  the   intergenerational   impacts  can  endure  
well  into  adulthood  although  they  decline  over  time  (Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).  Moore  et  al.  (2002)  
provide  evidence  that  intergenerational  influences  of  brand  and  product  preferences  persist  
in  the  marketplace  (Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).  Past  research  of  Moschis  et  al.   (1977)  and  Childers  
and  Rao  (1992),  has  suggested  that  the  adolescent  consumer  behavior  may  vary  by  the  type  
of   product   and   that   is  why   further   research   in  Greece,  would   be   very   interesting   and  will  
provide  more   information   to  marketers   about  which  products   are  more  or   less   subject   to  
parental  influences  as  Moore  et  al.  also  suggested  (2002)  (Hsieh  et  al.,  2006).  
  
In   countries   where   people   value   material   possessions,   the   normative   perspective   would  
consider   materialistic   values   as   socially   desirable   orientations   (Benmoyal-­‐Bouzaglo   and  
Moschis,  2010).  People  are  expected  to  pursue  the  acquisition  of  material  possessions  as  a  
means  of  happiness,  success,  and  social  progress.  Such  norms  are  expected  to  be  embedded  
in   various   social   settings,   and   their   desirability   is   communicated   to   others   formally   and  
informally   (Benmoyal-­‐Bouzaglo  and  Moschis,   2010).   That   is  why   it  would  be   interesting   to  
apply   a   similar   research   not   only   in   Thessaloniki   but   also   in   other   cities   of   Greece   in   an  
attempt  to  clarify  whether  Greece  is  a  country  that  values  possession  as  a  desirable  norm  to  
pursue  in  life.  
  
Conclusions	  
As  Rindfleisch  et  al.  reported  (1997)  the  role  prior  life  events  play  in  developing  materialistic  
beliefs  and  compulsive  buying  later  in  life  has  been  widely  investigated.  However,  research  
in   this   area   was   in   need   of   an   integrative,   unified   framework   across   various   research  
disciplines  so  that  various  complementary  and  competing  perspectives  on  how  consumption  
outcomes  are   formed  can  be  systematically  compared  and  empirically   tested   (Baker  et  al.,  
2013).   This   study   was   conducted   to   investigate   the   reasons   teenagers   might   turn   into  
materialism  as  a  result  of  a  potential  disruptive  experience.  A  number  of  hypotheses  were  
set  and   in  accordance  with  previous  studies  we  conducted   research   to   investigate   if   those  
33  
  
assumptions  were  applied  by  adolescents   in  Thessaloniki.  Our   results   indicated   that  Greek  
teenagers  are  affected  by  peer  communication  through  Facebook  and  socio-­‐  oriented  family  
structure.   Those   two   variables   seem   to   be   the   factors   that   drive   adolescents   to   adopt  
materialistic  attitudes.  As  a  general  observation,  we  could  say  that  Greece  is  a  materialistic  
country,   although,   disruptive   family   incidents   does   not   seem   to   play   an   important   role   to  
this   attitude.  Conclusively,  more   information   is   needed   in  order   to  have  a   clear  picture  of  
what  drives  a  Greek  adolescent  to  materialism.     
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Appendix	  
	  
Survey  Questionnaire  
Subject:  “Drivers  of  materialistic  values  in  adolescence”.  
The  International  Hellenic  University,  under  the  MSc  in  Management  program,  is  conducting  
a   research   about   the   drivers   of   materialism   and   compulsiveness   in   adolescence.  
Prerequisites  for  the  participations  in  this  study  are  that  participants  should  be  aged  14  to  
17  years  old.  We  would  greatly  appreciate  your  participation  in  the  anonymous  completion  
of  this  questionnaire  in  order  to  draw  marketing  related  conclusions.    
Please  respond  honestly  to  the  questions  below,  stressing  that  no  one  can  know  the  identity  
of   the   research   participants   and   all   information   provided   will   remain   strictly   confidential.  
The  questionnaire  is  also  available  online:  
Thank  you  for  your  kind  cooperation!  
PART  A  
Please  indicate  how  often  your  parents  say  or  do  the  following:  
  
  
  
1.  
 
 
How often do your parents:  
N
ev
er
  
Se
ld
om
/  
So
m
et
im
eS
  
Q
ui
te
 o
ft
en
  
O
ft
en
  
V
er
y 
of
te
n  
1   Talk  about  topics  like  politics  and  religion  where  some  persons  
disagree  with  others  
1   2   3   4   5  
2   Stress   that   every  member  of   the   family   should  have   some   say   in  
family  decisions  
1   2   3   4   5  
3   Ask  your  opinion  when  the  family  is  talking  about  something   1   2   3   4   5  
4   Admit  that  kids  know  more  about  some  things  than  adults  do   1   2   3   4   5  
5   Encourage  you  to  challenge  their  ideas  and  beliefs   1   2   3   4   5  
6   Point  out  that  getting  your  ideas  across  is  important,  even  if  others  
don't  like  it  
1   2   3   4   5  
7   Say  that  you  should  always  look  at  both  sides  of  an  issue   1   2   3   4   5  
8   Answer   to   your   protests   by   saying   “You'll   know  better  when   you  
grow  up.”  
1   2   3   4   5  
9   Say  that  their  ideas  are  right  and  you  should  not  question  them   1   2   3   4   5  
10   Say  that  a  child  should  not  argue  with  adults   1   2   3   4   5  
11   Say  that  there  are  some  things  in  life  that  are  either  right  or  wrong   1   2   3   4   5  
12   Say  that  there  are  some  things  that  just  shouldn't  be  talked  about   1   2   3   4   5  
13   Stress   that   the   best   way   to   stay   out   of   trouble   is   to   keep   away  
from  it  
1   2   3   4   5  
14   Say  that  you  should  give   in  on  arguments  rather  than  risk  making  
people  mad  
1   2   3   4   5  
  
  
PART  B  
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Please   indicate  whether   you   have   experienced   or   are   experiencing   any   of   the   following  
incidents.   If   you   have   experienced   such   incidents,   then   indicate   the   field   “I   have  
experienced”.  In  any  other  case,  indicate  “I  have  not  experienced”.  
 
2.      I  have  
experienced  
I  have  not  
experienced  
1   Difficulties  with  school  work        
2   A  major,  sudden  change  in  your  family’s  financial  status        
3   Frequent  or  lengthy  periods  in  which  one  or  both  parents  were  absent        
4   Move(s)  to  a  new  place  or  residence        
5   The  loss  (other  than  death)  or  separation  from  family  members  or  loved  
ones  
     
6   Physical  abuse  by  parents  or  close  family  members        
7   Arguments  between  parents  or  other  family  members  (including  self)        
8   Encounters  with  juvenile  authorities  or  police        
9   Difficulties  establishing  and/or  keeping  social  relationships  with  friends        
10   Changes  in  the  membership  or  composition  of  your  family  unit  other  
than  the  divorce  of  your  parents  (e.g.  remarriage  of  our  parent(s),  birth  
of  your  own  child,  etc)  
     
  
We   would   like   for   you   to   report   the   extent   to   which   your   experience   with   the   below  
mentioned  incidences  has  (positively  or  negatively)  affected  you:  
  
3.     
V
er
y 
ne
ga
tiv
e  
So
m
ew
ha
t 
ne
ga
tiv
e  
U
na
ff
ec
te
d  
So
m
ew
ha
t 
po
si
tiv
e  
V
er
y 
po
si
tiv
e  
1   Difficulties  with  school  work   1   2   3   4   5  
2   A  major,  sudden  change  in  your  family’s  financial  status   1   2   3   4   5  
3   Frequent  or  lengthy  periods  in  which  one  or  both  parents  were  absent   1   2   3   4   5  
4   Move(s)  to  a  new  place  or  residence   1   2      4   5  
5   The  loss  (other  than  death)  or  separation  from  family  members  or  loved  
ones  
1   2   3   4   5  
6   Physical  abuse  by  parents  or  close  family  members   1   2   3   4   5  
7   Arguments  between  parents  or  other  family  members  (including  self)   1   2   3   4   5  
8   Encounters  with  juvenile  authorities  or  police   1   2   3   4   5  
9   Difficulties  establishing  and/or  keeping  social  relationships  with  friends   1   2   3   4   5  
10   Changes  in  the  membership  or  composition  of  your  family  unit  other  
than  the  divorce  of  your  parents  (e.g.  remarriage  of  our  parent(s),  birth  
of  your  own  child,  etc)  
1   2   3   4   5  
  
  
PART  C  
We  would  like  for  you  to  report  the  extent  to  which  you  agree  with  the  below  mentioned  
statements:  
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4.  
  
Dissatisfaction  
St
ro
ng
ly
  
D
is
ag
re
e  
D
is
ag
re
e  
A
gr
ee
  
St
ro
ng
ly
  
A
gr
ee
  
1   I  feel  like  other  kids  have  more  stuff  than  I  do   1   2   3   4  
2   I  wish  my  family  could  afford  to  buy  me  more  of  what  I  want   1   2   3   4  
3   I  have  pretty  much  everything  I  need  in  terms  of  possessions   1   2   3   4  
4   I  wish  my  parents  gave  me  more  money  to  spend   1   2   3   4  
5   When  I  decide  who  to  be  friends  with,  I  don’t  care  what  toys  or  stuff  
the  person  has  
1   2   3   4  
6   I  wish  my  parents  earned  more  money   1   2   3   4  
. 
  
5.  
  
Consumer  Orientation  
  
St
ro
ng
ly
  
D
is
ag
re
e  
D
is
ag
re
e  
A
gr
ee
  
St
ro
ng
ly
  
A
gr
ee
  
1   I  usually  have  something  in  mind  that  I  want  to  buy  or  get   1   2   3   4  
2   I  want  to  make  a  lot  of  money  when  I  grow  up   1   2   3   4  
3   I  care  a  lot  about  my  games,  toys,  and  other  possessions   1   2   3   4  
4   When  I  go  somewhere  special,  I  usually  like  to  buy  something   1   2   3   4  
5   I  like  shopping  and  going  to  stores   1   2   3   4  
  
  
6.  
  
Brand  Awareness  
  
St
ro
ng
ly
  
D
is
ag
re
e  
D
is
ag
re
e  
A
gr
ee
  
St
ro
ng
ly
  
A
gr
ee
  
1   I  don’t  care  too  much  about  what  I  wear   1   2   3   4  
2   Brand  names  matter  to  me   1   2   3   4  
3   I  like  clothes  with  popular  labels   1   2   3   4  
4   Being  cool  is  important  to  me   1   2   3   4  
5   It  doesn’t  matter  to  me  what  kind  of  car  my  family  has   1   2   3   4  
  
PART  D  
Peer  communication  about  consumption  
  
  
  
7.  
  
  
How   often   with   your   friends   online   through   facebook   or   other  
social  networks:  
N
ev
er
  
Se
ld
om
/  
So
m
et
im
eS
  
Q
ui
te
 o
ft
en
  
O
ft
en
  
V
er
y 
of
te
n  
1   You  ask  your  friends  for  advice  about  buying  things   1   2   3   4   5  
2   You  and  your  friends  talk  about  buying  things   1   2   3   4   5  
3   You  and  your  friends  talk  about  things  you  saw  or  heard  advertised   1   2   3   4   5  
4   You  wonder  what  your  friends  would  think  when  you  were  buying  
things  for  yourself  
1   2   3   4   5  
5   Your  friends  ask  you  for  advice  about  buying  things   1   2   3   4   5  
6   Your  friends  tell  you  what  things  you  should  or  shouldn’t  buy   1   2   3   4   5  
7   You  go  shopping  with  your  friends   1   2   3   4   5  
8   You  try  to  impress  your  friends   1   2   3   4   5  
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PART  E  
Subjective  wellbeing:  
  
  
  
8.  
  
  
How  satisfied  you  feel  with  your:  
V
er
y  
D
is
sa
ti
sf
ie
d  
Li
tt
le
  S
at
is
fie
d  
Q
ui
te
  S
at
is
fie
d  
Sa
ti
sf
ie
d  
V
er
y  
Sa
ti
sf
ie
d  
1   Standard  of  living 1   2   3   4   5  
2   Health   1   2   3   4   5  
3   Life  achievement   1   2   3   4   5  
4   Personal  relationships   1   2   3   4   5  
5   Personal  safety   1   2   3   4   5  
6   Feeling  part  of  the  community   1   2   3   4   5  
7   Future  security   1   2   3   4   5  
8   Personal  wellbeing   1   2   3   4   5  
9   Satisfaction  with  life  as  a  whole   1   2   3   4   5  
10   Satisfaction  with  own  happiness   1   2   3   4   5  
  
PART  F  
Please   indicate  how  you  would  evaluate  the  degree  of  support  that  your  family  provides  
you  with.  (Intangible  and  tangible  support) 
  
9.      Inadequate   Excellent  
Support     Support  
1   Time  and  attention   1   2   3   4   5  
2   Discipline   1   2   3   4   5  
3   Life  skills  and  instruction   1   2   3   4   5  
4   Emotional  Support  and  love   1   2   3   4   5  
5   Role  modeling  and  guidance   1   2   3   4   5  
  
PART  G  
10.  About  how  many  total  Facebook  friends  do  you  have?  
     Less  than  10                                 10-­‐49                                           50-­‐99                               100  –  149                             150  –  199                        
     200  –  249                           250  -­‐  299                             300  –  399                                 400  or  more  
  
11.  On  a  typical  day,  about  how  much  time  do  you  spend  on  Facebook:  
   Less  than  10  minutes                       10-­‐30  minutes                       More  than  30  minutes,  up  to  1  hour  
     More  than  1  hour,  up  to  2  hours                                 More  than  2  hours,  up  to  3  hours                                                 
More  than  3  hours  
  
12.  On  a  typical  day,  about  how  much  time  do  you  spend  watching  TV?  
   Less  than  10  minutes                         10-­‐30  minutes                     More  than  30  minutes,  up  to  1  hour  
     More  than  1  hour,  up  to  2  hours                                                                         More  than  2  hours,  up  to  3  hours       
More  than  3  hours  
  
PART  H  
39  
  
13.  Demographics  
a.  Age:  ________                                                              b.  Gender:     Male                                               Female    
  
c.  Education:                         Gymnasium                                                                                       Lyceum  
  
d.  Does  your  family  own  cars:     None                                   1                                     2                                   3  or  more  
  
e.  Do  you  have  your  own  bedroom:                           Yes                                                                               No  
  
f.  How  many  times  did  you  travel  on  vacation  with  your  family  during  the  past  year?  
   None                                               1                                                 2                                                             3  or  more  
  
g.  How  many  computers  does  your  family  own:  
   None                             1                                           2                                               3  or  more  
  
  
Please  write  any  comment  in  the  provided  area  below:  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………  
Thank  you  for  providing  us  with  your  valuable  time!  
  
  
